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ABSTRACT 

 

Linking National Welfare State Regimes with ODA Policies:  

Focusing on the Cases of Norway and the United Kingdom 
 

 

Soyun Min 

International Cooperation Major 

The Graduate School of International Studies 

Seoul National University 

 

This thesis explores whether there is a link between the ideology of domestic welfare 

provision and foreign aid giving. There is a dominating assumption in academia that the 

norms behind attacking poverty at home will also have the same effect on a country’s 

efforts to eradicate poverty abroad through foreign aid. In order to examine this relationship, 

this paper looks at two countries of Norway and the United Kingdom, which are known to 

belong to Social Democratic and Liberal welfare state regimes, respectively, following 

Esping-Andersen’s typology. This paper examines the recent foreign aid programs of these 

two countries, by measuring the de-commodification and de-familialization levels.  

The paper’s findings are as follows: (i) the link between domestic redistribution 

and international foreign assistance is markedly low; (ii) although Norway’s domestic 

welfare policies show high levels of de-commodification and de-familialization levels, its 

recent foreign assistance initiatives do not coincide with this trend; (iii) the United 

Kingdom’s focus on market is prevalent regarding domestic wealth redistribution, which 

creates a low level of de-commodification and also a low level of de-familialization. 
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However, the United Kingdom’s ODA giving characteristics show a different track from 

its domestic welfare policies. Unlike the common belief of a strong tie between welfare 

policies and development policies, this paper finds a rather weak link between the two. The 

paper concludes with offering some possible reasons for such a discord.  

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Keywords: de-commodification, de-familialization, Official Development Assistance 

(ODA), domestic welfare policies, liberal welfare state, social democratic 

welfare state 

 

Student ID: 2012-23839 
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I. Introduction 

The purpose of this study is to look further into the relationship between national 

welfare state regimes and a country’s official development assistance (ODA) giving 

patterns. Welfare policies and ODA policies differ in that welfare policies are strictly 

domestic, whereas ODA policies are designed for foreign countries. However, both seem 

to be based on the same values at a quick glance concerning the fact that welfare policies 

and ODA policies share redistributive features in order to alleviate poverty and focus on 

improving people’s welfare. In academia, the prevalent assumption is that the 

institutionalized domestic values, which form the welfare state regimes are equal to the 

ideology behind providing foreign aid. However, this paper finds that it is always not the 

case, by examining the cases of Norway and the United Kingdom. 

Based on Esping-Andersen’s typology of the welfare state regimes, this paper 

analyzes whether the foreign aid policies of Norway and the United Kingdom share the 

same levels of de-commodification and de-familialization with the domestic welfare 

policies. De-commodification and de-familialization levels were employed by Esping-

Andersen in order to classify the different welfare state regimes, which are Liberal, 

Corporatist and Social Democratic. The de-commodification and de-familialization 

classifications are valuable in that they not only reveal the welfare regime clusters of the 

seemingly different countries, but also provide a framework to analyze different domestic 

policies. 
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By looking at the recent thematic initiatives that Norway launched, namely Oil 

for Development and Norway’s International Climate and Forest initiative, this paper 

examines the extent to which egalitarianism takes place in these development policies 

based on analyzing the de-commodification and de-familialization levels. Furthermore, the 

United Kingdom is known to value the role of market when it comes to devising welfare 

policies. As in the Norwegian case, this paper analyzes the foreign aid policies that the 

United Kingdom is following to see how much impact the market-focused ideology has on 

the said ODA policies using the two aforementioned levels. For the United Kingdom, the 

four International Development Acts that have been initiated will be closely studied along 

with the gender-related aid programs and projects.  
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II. Background 

2.1 Types of Welfare State Regimes 

Esping-Andersen’s The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism is considered as one 

of the groundbreaking works in the social policy field. It is revolutionary in that it is 

different from the previous welfare state studies, which were very much limited to linear 

development based on the analysis of the amount of social spending, and provides a new 

perspective to the comparative welfare studies by categorizing the welfare state regimes 

into different groups. In The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism, Esping-Andersen divides 

these three welfare regimes based on “de-commodification, social stratification, and 

employment” (Esping-Andersen 1990: 2-3). According to Esping-Andersen, de-

commodification levels show how much the social services are provided as a “right” to the 

individuals (Esping-Andersen 1990: 21-22). The more the welfare state is de-commodified, 

the less the individuals have to rely on the market for such services because these services 

are seen as rights. Using the above criteria, Esping-Andersen categorizes the welfare states 

into three: Liberal, Corporatist and Social Democratic (see Table 1). 

First of all, the Liberal welfare state regime shows the lowest level of de-

commodification, giving private welfare services much more importance. As a result, 

welfare services are mainly provided only to the individuals who cannot rely on the market 

and thereby creating stigmatization on those who benefit from welfare services. Therefore, 

it can be said that the Liberal welfare states “[erect] an order of stratification that is a blend 
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of a relative equality of poverty among state-welfare recipients, market-differentiated 

welfare among the majorities, and a class-political dualism between the two” (Esping-

Andersen 1990: 27). According to Esping-Andersen’s research, the “Anglo-Saxon 

countries tend to be consistently least” de-commodifying (Esping-Andersen 1990: 51). The 

Anglo-Saxon countries that share the characteristics of minimal de-commodification levels, 

with strong emphasis on the private market, are therefore categorized to be Liberal welfare 

states. 

 

[Table 1] Esping-Andersen’s Welfare State Typlogies 

Type of 

welfare state 

Organising 

principle 

Decommodifiation index Impact upon 

inequality 

Liberal Market Low Low 

 

Corporatist 

 

Workplace 

 

Semi: notional insurance 

 

Reflects inequalities at 

work 

 

Social 

Democratic 

 

Citizenship 

 

High: free at point of use 

 

High 

Retrieved from: Global Social Policy & Governance (Deacon 2007: 6) 

 

 The main feature of the Corporatist welfare state regime is the preservation of 

social status. In the Corporatist regime, since “the state [puts] emphasis on upholding status 

differences,” it results in minimizing the “redistributive impact” of the social policies 

(Esping-Andersen 1990: 27). The social services provided by the state strengthens the 

existing social status, namely class differences. Especially, the “occupationally segregate 

social-insurance programs” played a great part in maintaining the social/class differences 
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as they are (Esping-Andersen 1990: 31-32). The Corporatist welfare state regimes’ de-

commodification level is somewhat higher than that of the Liberal welfare states. This is 

because, in order to secure each individual’s social station, the state needs to develop social 

programs that focus more on keeping the status quo, even at the expense of the market 

ideology. Esping-Andersen presents Austria, France, Germany and Italy as the examples 

of the Corporatist welfare states (Esping-Andersen 1990: 27). 

 The Social Democratic welfare states share the following characteristics: the 

highest level of de-commodification and pursuit of equal status. The high level of de-

commodification means that in the Social Democratic welfare states, social benefits are 

seen as a right rather than a market logic. Since social services are considered as a right, 

the beneficiaries do not get stigmatized, leading equality to be furthered among different 

social groups. As Esping-Andersen says, resulting in a situation where “all benefit; all are 

dependent; and all will presumably feel obliged to pay” (Esping-Andersen 1990: 28). The 

Social Democratic regime therefore minimizes the dependence on both the market and 

social class. Scandinavian countries are claimed to be fitting into the Social Democratic 

welfare state regime.  

 In his later work, Esping-Andersen includes another criterion when dividing the 

welfare regimes, which is the level of de-familialization. After The Three Worlds of Welfare 

Capitalism was published, many scholars criticized the typology’s lack of consideration on 

gender issues. Realizing this limitation, Esping-Andersen presented the level of de-

familialization in order to show how much the welfare state frees women from their 
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household duties and dependencies on family. According to Esping-Andersen, the levels 

of de-familialization shows a similar pattern to the de-commodification levels. The Social-

Democratic welfare state regime has the highest, the Corporatist welfare state regime lies 

in the middle, and the Liberal welfare state regime has the lowest level of de-familialization. 

Although Esping-Andersen emphasized that there is no case that fits perfectly into each 

category, his welfare state typology is known to reflect the general characteristics of the 

welfare states. 

 

  



7 

 

2.2 Welfare State Regime Characteristics and ODA Policies 

Although it cannot be said that the welfare regime features perfectly correspond 

to the ODA policy patterns, at a glance it looks as if the institutionalized domestic values 

that form the welfare state regime are automatically reflected in a country’s foreign aid-

giving tendencies. For example, one of the representative countries of the Liberal welfare 

regime is the United States. In the United States, as Lancaster claims, based on liberal 

market-based ideas, many Americans regard welfare “as an unjustified “giveaway” to those 

unwilling to bear responsibility for their own well-being” (Lancaster 2007: 97). Such 

market-oriented characteristic of the United States can also be seen in the foreign aid field 

as Riddell says, the “United States official aid is also influenced by commercial 

considerations” (Riddell 2007: 57). According to the Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) peer 

review, the United States “ties almost a third (32%) of its aid […] the sixth-highest share 

in the DAC” (OECD 2013: 20). This shows that the liberal welfare characteristic of the 

United States, putting the market-based ideology in the center, is manifest in its ODA 

giving tendencies.  

Furthermore, according to Esping –Andersen’s typology, France belongs to the 

Corportist welfare state regime, which puts great emphasis on the state’s ability to maintain 

class differentials. As the name itself implies, in the Corportist welfare state regime, states 

function as a big corporation in managing a hierarchical order. This Corporatist welfare 

state tendency is not only confined to France’s welfare policies, because it is also seen in 
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French aid-giving. For instance, according to the 2014 peer review, although French NGOs 

play an important role in “delivering development aid and humanitarian assistance,” the 

level of ODA distribution of the French government via such NGOs is low, “placing France 

last among Committee members in terms of the percentage of ODA” (OECD 2014a: 54). 

This shows France’s Corporatist tendency of giving the state a central role. Rather than 

providing aid in cooperation with various NGOs that focus on the least-developed countries, 

France allocates its aid to countries of its interest. Resulting in six countries out of the top 

ten recipients of French ODA to be its former colonies (OECD 2014a: 9). It can be said 

that managing the ODA distribution mainly through the central government is in parallel 

with France’s Corporatist welfare state regime attribute. 

In addition, Sweden displays a similar pattern of the link between the welfare 

regime feature and its ODA policies. Being a Social-Democratic country, Sweden is 

famous for its focus on equality and universalism. When it comes to providing aid, Sweden 

also stresses the importance of these values through increasing more of its support towards 

“gender equality and the role of women in development; environment and climate change; 

and democracy and human rights” (OECD 2014b: 57). Also, unlike the Liberal countries, 

Sweden’s focus on the role of market in the aid-giving field is considerably low, which can 

be seen in Sweden’s other official flows (OOF) that “amounted to only 1% of Sweden’s 

total official flows to developing countries” (OECD 2014b: 33). 

Through looking at the cases of the United States, France and Sweden, welfare 

state regime attributes seem to be in direct connection with a country’s ODA provision 
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patterns. However, could this be argued for other countries that belong to Esping-

Andersen’s typology as well? Would a country always distribute foreign aid in a similar 

way to how it would provide welfare benefits to its own citizens? If not, how does the 

country differ in the way it behaves? This paper will build upon these questions and 

examine whether there is a link between the welfare state characteristics and ODA policies, 

especially looking at the cases of Norway and the United Kingdom through the analysis of 

de-commodification and de-familialization levels. 
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III. Research Questions 

How are the welfare state regime characteristics related to foreign aid-giving? Is there a 

relationship between the welfare state ideologies and aid-giving patterns? Are the domestic 

welfare policies of Norway and the United Kingdom in line with their ODA policies? If 

they are, how do different welfare state values frame the distinct ODA policies? If not, what 

are the possible reasons for such a discrepancy? 
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IV. Literature Review 

 

In order to examine the relationship between the welfare state regimes and foreign 

aid-giving patterns more closely, this paper begins with a comprehensive research of the 

previous studies, focusing on the links of norms, welfare states and foreign aid assistance. 

 

4.1 Reasons for domestic redistribution of wealth 

Welfare state institutions are good indicators that show norms, ideas and values of 

redistribution that are and has been shared by the society. These norms are not prone to 

change in a short period of time. Rather, they tend to spread out in long term, affecting and 

formulating the way in which institutions work. The institutions in turn, re-enforce such 

norms as they operate. Hence, the welfare state institutions are the best measure to look at 

how people think, perceive and consider redistribution of wealth in a given society. 

There are debates about why the welfare state institutions are formed. First, there 

is the self-interest argument. Field claims that “[n]o welfare system can function effectively 

if it is not based on a realistic view of human nature. Self-interest, not altruism, is 

mankind’s main driving force” (Field et al. 1996: 19). According to Field, people support 

welfare state institutions not because of philanthropy, but because of their own interest. He 

argues that people at some point ask themselves questions such as “who knows which 

member of my family is going to lose their job again in the euphemistically named growing 
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flexible labour market?” and this is the rationale for maintaining the welfare state (Field et 

al. 1996: 20). 

Unlike Field who states that the reason for the welfare state is self-interest, others 

claim that it might not be the case. Kildal and Kuhnle assert that in the case of the Nordic 

welfare states, moral values and beliefs are the crucial foundation (Kildal and Kuhnle 2005). 

According to Kildal and Kuhnle, “welfare institutions are not simply arrangements of 

rewards and punishments, but […] expressions of norms values and social goals” (Kildal 

and Kuhnle 2005: 2). In line with this argument, Goodin also proposes that the reason why 

states pursue and devise welfare policies is because of “high-minded moral reasons” 

(Goodin 1999: 21). He divides the different normative reasons for welfare into six, which 

are, “promoting economic efficiency; reducing poverty; promoting social equality; 

promoting social integration and avoiding social exclusion; promoting social stability; and 

promoting autonomy” (Goodin 1999: 22). Goodin argues that different welfare regimes 

appear depending on how much emphasis each regime puts on the various norms above 

and therefore result in different sets of norms in interplay.  

In addition, Mau asserts that the reason for providing welfare is neither due to self-

interest nor altruism (Mau 2004). Rather, he argues that reciprocity is what matters. 

According to Mau, welfare states should be understood “as bilateral relationships between 

the giver and the recipient wherein reciprocal expectations need to be satisfied in order to 

preserve people’s willingness to contribute to the common good” (Mau 2004: 60). Mau 

proposes that reciprocity enables people to “advance and satisfy their interests and moral 
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concerns” (Mau 2004: 62). This is due to the fact that reciprocity is based on the idea that 

if one conducts a moral deed to the other party, the other party would reciprocate in a way 

that does not negatively affect one’s interest. Thus, Mau’s conception of the welfare state 

can be said to lie in between self-interest and altruism. 

The reasons for domestic redistribution of wealth is contestable as seen above. 

The foundation of the welfare state might be due to self-interest, moral values, reciprocity, 

or even something else. However, be it trying to maximize one’s self-interest or helping 

the destitute out of moral obligation, the various norms that are shared by the citizens, are 

projected through the welfare state institutions. Therefore, by looking closely at the various 

welfare state institutions and policies of a country, the perceptions regarding redistribution 

of wealth can be analyzed. By scrutinizing the welfare state policies in depth, this paper 

will attempt to examine the intangible norms, ideas and values that are shared by and have 

effect on how people cognize the concept of redistribution. 
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4.2 Reasons for foreign redistribution of wealth 

The reasons for foreign aid-giving from the donor’s perspective has been of great 

scholarly interest in the field of development. Similar to the case of domestic redistribution 

of wealth, the reasons for foreign aid-giving can be divided into two big categories, namely 

national interest and humanitarianism. In the case of national interest, the debate can be 

subdivided into political interests and economic interests. 

Through regression analysis, Alesina and Dollar conclude that “factors such as 

colonial past” and the political alignment seen through the “voting patterns in the United 

Nations” were major determinants for bilateral aid provision (Alesina and Dollar 1998: 55). 

They found that “a non-democratic former colony gets about twice as much aid as a 

democratic non-colony,” which proves that political national interests have greater impact 

on the way in which a country provides foreign aid rather than moral obligations (Alesina 

and Dollar 1998: 55). In line with this argument of national interest, Berthélemy and Tichit 

also propose that both political and economic interest determine foreign aid allocation. 

According to Berthélemy and Tichit, “[p]ostcolonial traditional links still have a strong, 

but declining over time, influence on aid allocation” as well as “[t]rade linkages [that] have 

conversely a growing impact” (Berthélemy and Tichit 2004: 272-273). 

Similar but not equal to the aforementioned arguments, Imbeau states that the 

polity ideologies of the donor countries are crucial in shaping the foreign aid provision 

(Imbeau 1988). The four hypotheses that Imbeau examines are based on the following four 
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ideas: donor interests1, humanitarian purposes, left/right polity tendency and the influence 

of the previous levels of aid given. Imbeau concludes that polity ideologies have the most 

impact on aid allocations of the examined countries. Parallel to Imbeau’s argument, Tingley 

also proposes that the donor countries’ partisan characteristics affect foreign aid allocations 

(Tingley 2010). His hypothesis is, “increases in government conservatism lead to 

decreases in foreign aid effort (foreign aid commitments as a percentage of GDP)” and 

concludes that the more left the government is, it would attempt more to increase the ODA 

level and vice versa (Tingley 2010: 42). Both Imbeau and Tingley show that political 

ideologies, which are closely related to the country’s pursuant of national interests (both 

political and economic), have great impact on foreign aid provision. 

Unlike the scholars who argued that the reason for aid-giving is national interest, 

Lumsdaine argues that the underlying basis of aid-giving is not because of the “economic 

and political interests of the donor countries” but rather the result of the “humanitarian and 

egalitarian principles” (Lumsdaine 1993: 30). According to Lumsdaine, humanitarian 

interests that he calls as moral vision is the utmost important factor when it comes to 

foreign aid-giving. He supports this argument by claiming that aid has been provided to 

“preponderantly, and increasingly to those countries where poor people lived, and where a 

lot of them lived” (Lumsdaine 1993: 94). 

                                           

1 Here, donor interests refer to “trade, foreign investments, balance of payments” thus referring 

only to economic interests (Imbeau 1988: 4).  
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Analogous to the case of reasons for the welfare state, the reasons for providing 

foreign aid are also divided between national interest and humanitarianism. As shared 

norms of redistribution can be seen through the welfare state institutions, could the norms 

behind global redistribution be examined through ODA providing institutions? If so, would 

the norms of domestic redistribution of wealth be equal to the norms concerning people 

outside the borders?  
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4.3 Linking welfare state regimes with foreign aid 

As Riddell poses “why should governments have moral obligations […] to assist 

those outside their jurisdiction?”, it is worth addressing the question about the norms that 

base the reasoning for redistribution that cross the borders (Riddell 2007: 133). A number 

of scholars have conducted research on the relationship between domestic redistribution 

and international redistribution, basing on the idea that the norms that led people to create 

the domestic welfare system, would also lead to providing for foreign people’s welfare. 

Some scholars argue that there is a correlation between the way in which a country 

provides welfare benefits to its citizens and foreign aid abroad. For instance, Stokke et al. 

state that aid policies are the result of an inter-relationship of both the domestic norm and 

the external factor changes (Stokke et al. 1989). They propose that the “dominant socio-

political values identified with the welfare state” serve as the primary determinant of the 

aid policies (Stokke et al. 1989: 19). Furthermore, Noël and Thérien also claim that there 

is a close relationship between welfare state policies and foreign aid (Noël and Thérien 

1995). Using Esping-Andersen’s typology as the basis of their study, they analyzed 16 

OECD countries in terms of the amount of social transfers and official development 

assistance, and found a strong relationship between the welfare state regime types and their 

aid-giving tendencies2. Noël and Thérien conclude that countries that score high in the 

                                           

2 16 countries of analysis are as the following: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, 

Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, United 

Kingdom and United States 
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socialist attributes, tend to provide more aid compared to countries that have 

liberal/corporatist characteristics. In addition, Ingebritsen focuses on the cases of 

Scandinavian countries and argues that traditional interests of states regarding “territorial 

expansion, material wealth, and the maximization of power on a global scale” are gradually 

changing their course by giving more emphasis on ‘norms’ of the international society 

(Ingebritsen 2002: 12). In her study, Ingebritsen claims the reason for foreign aid provision 

is attributed to the formation of the welfare states and since this is the case, “the 

Scandinavian model (commitment to achieving social solidarity at home) has contributed 

to a logical extension of this philosophy to global welfare” (Ingebritsen 2002: 19).  

Through quantitative analysis, some find that there is no significant link between 

domestic redistribution of wealth and foreign redistribution of wealth. For example, 

through their analysis, Odedokun and Round show that there is no relationship between the 

generosity of domestic welfare spending and foreign aid-giving. They state “the typical 

pro-poor domestic spending phenomenon supposedly characterizing left-wing 

governments does not translate into higher generosity ratios” (Round and Odedokun 2004: 

307). The reason they provide is that “there is no evidence” of the leftist being more 

generous and rightist being “more parsimonious” in providing domestic welfare benefits 

and also, the domestic altruistic concern regarding foreign assistance “is being 

overshadowed by other objectives” (Round and Odedokun 2004: 307-308). In addition, 

Zimmerman conducts a study that examines whether the “institutionalized values and 

principles of equality have a positive effect on foreign aid levels through the effect they 
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have on public preferences” (Zimmerman 2007: 44). Based on his analysis, Zimmerman 

finds that it cannot be said concretely that universalistic (Social-Democratic) welfare state 

regimes spend more on foreign aid-giving, due to the result that “high de-commodification 

levels and social spending” along with “cumulative left power” have a “negative effect on 

public support for foreign aid” (Zimmerman 2007: 46). 

In line with these analyses, qualitative studies have taken place as well. For 

instance, Selbervik and Ø stebø conducted an analysis based on both domestic and 

international gender related policies in the case of Norway and find that the Norwegian 

domestic gender equality politics are not revealed in Norway’s foreign assistance policies 

(Selbervik and Ostebo 2013). Selbervik and Ø stebø examines the Norwegian action plans 

and white papers on the topic of foreign aid and tries to look at how the changes in the 

Norwegian gender equality norms are shown. Here, they divide the Norwegian gender 

norms into two models, namely the universal breadwinner model and the universal 

caregiver model and concludes that “rather than reflecting the particularities of the 

Norwegian experiences and models, the current Norwegian aid policies largely mirror the 

dominant international gender and aid discourses” (Selbervik and Ostebo 2013: 217). 

Furthermore, Kim and Jung state “reasons why the welfare-aid nexus is problematic” as 

“the substantial temporal lag between welfare state development and ODA increase” and 

the overly focused attention on the partisanship that does not fully capture the various ideas 

and values that are the basis of welfare programs (Hasmath 2015: 33).  

Although the above studies are meaningful in that they provide insights on the 
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matter of the relationship between welfare state regimes and foreign aid-giving tendencies, 

they still do have shortcomings. The studies that argue that there is a correlation between 

welfare states and ODA policies focus intensively only on the altruistic nature of the 

welfare states. In addition, many of the analyses that conclude that welfare state regimes 

cannot be linked to foreign aid-giving tendencies, tend to immensely focus on the spending 

levels and only on the specificity of the Social-Democratic welfare regime. Building on the 

previous studies, this paper seeks to answer whether there is a relationship between the 

welfare state ideologies and aid-giving, based on de-commodification and de-

familialization levels of both welfare and aid policies. By looking at the cases of Norway 

and the United Kingdom, this study attempts to find the existence of the relationship, while 

taking the various reasons for both domestic and foreign redistribution into great 

consideration. 
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V. Methodology 

 

Analytical Framework 

This analysis will be both comparative and qualitative in nature. In order to assess 

the mainstream belief of the norms that affect domestic redistribution will also have the 

same effect on global redistribution, this paper looks at the welfare policies and ODA 

policies in an inductive way. By looking closely at the welfare policies and the ODA 

policies together, this paper will provide a comprehensive and holistic understanding of the 

link between welfare state regime characteristics and ODA policies. These policies will be 

examined using Esping-Andersen’s definition of de-commodification and de-

familialization levels.  

 

Case Selection 

The case selection is based on Esping-Andersen’s concept of de-commodification 

and de-familialization. According to Esping-Andersen, the Social Democratic welfare state 

regime shares the highest level of both aforementioned levels, whereas the Liberal welfare 

state regime shows the lowest de-commodification and de-familialization levels. Based on 

this idea, this paper examines the Social Democratic regime and the Liberal regime, which 

are at the opposite side of the spectrum for both de-commodification and de-familialization. 

So far, Sweden has long been the focus of various studies of the Social Democratic regime, 
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and it has been the United States for the Liberal regime. This shows that little has been 

studied about other states that fall into these two regime types. In order to fill in this gap, 

this paper will be analyzing Norway and the United Kingdom, which has comparatively 

received less attention.  

Norway is one of the Nordic countries that shares great similarities with Sweden, 

such as being noted as one of the most generous welfare provision states in the world. 

According to Kildal and Kuhnle, after the Second World War, the Nordic countries’ welfare 

benefits started to be truly universal, Sweden starting in 1955 and Norway in 1956 (Kildal 

and Khunle 2006: 19). Moreover, both countries have reached the 0.7% GNI aid target 

starting from the 1970’s, Sweden reaching the level one year before Norway, in 19753. 

Although the two countries show close resemblance for both domestic and foreign 

redistribution, compared to Sweden, Norway has not been under the light of attention.  

As is the case for Norway, the United Kingdom’s case has not been looked into 

much either. Being an Anglo-Saxon country, the United Kingdom shares the liberal 

characteristics that are stated by Esping-Andersen. According to Esping-Andersen, the 

Liberal welfare regimes that often include the Anglo-Saxon countries, show the lowest 

level of de-commodification and de-familialization among the three regime types. Since 

the Social Democratic welfare regime and the Liberal welfare regime show the greatest 

                                           

3 http://www.oecd.org/dac/1896816.pdf 

 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/1896816.pdf
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differences in the levels of de-commodification and de-familialization, this paper will 

employ the cases from these two regime types.  

 

Sources 

 Due to the nature of this study, varied types of documents that cover the topic of 

welfare and development policies will be used for the analysis. Since both welfare policies 

and ODA policies involve the state (or the government) as the actor in the design and the 

implementation, the official public documents are crucial. Therefore, the primary sources 

of this analysis will be various government papers including policy papers, annual reports 

and white papers. Furthermore, official papers from organizations such as the OECD and 

the World Bank will be employed as well. The secondary sources of importance include 

academic journal articles, news articles and other documents published by NGOs. 
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VI. Analysis I – Norway 

 

6.1 Norway’s Social Democratic Welfare State 

 

The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) defines human 

development as “both the process of widening people’s choices and the level of their 

achieved well-being” (United Nations 1990: 10). The Human Development Index (HDI) 

that measures various dimensions of such human development, is a good indicator showing 

the level of people’s well-being. According to the Human Development report 2014, 

Norway has the highest score of HDI (0.944) and there has not been a change in rank since 

2000 (Vereinte Nationen 2014: 160). This high level of well-being could be said as the 

result of the institutionalized values that underlie the Norwegian welfare state. 

The core value that is especially associated with the Nordic countries, including 

Norway, is egalitarianism or universalism. Egalitarianism has been developed over a long 

period of time, being engraved deeply in the Norwegian society. Many suggest that the 

egalitarian foundation of the Nordic countries may be attributed to the critical role of the 

peasants during the pre-industrial period, as Kautto states “land ownership […] [gave] a 

relatively strong and autonomous position to the peasant population” (Castles et al. 2010: 

588). In addition, according to Hilson, “[i]t has been suggested that the adoption of 

universalism as a guiding principle pre-dated the social democratic influence on the welfare 

state” (Hilson 2008: 94-95). As this, egalitarianism has been an important factor of the 

Nordic countries, and in particular, Norway. Based on the idea of egalitarianism, in Norway, 
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receiving welfare services do not entail any type of stigma, since it is considered as a social 

right that is shared universally among the citizens. 

The importance of the egalitarian ideology is shown through the fact that in 1909, 

Norway was the “first country in the world” to introduce the sickness insurance that 

automatically covered “the spouse […] and children of the employee/worker” (Kuhnle 

1983, quoted from Kildal and Khunle 2006: 19). This seems to not have changed ever since, 

when looking closely at the Gini coefficient level. According to the World Bank, the Gini 

coefficient “measures the extent to which the distribution of income or consumption 

expenditure […] within an economy deviates from a perfectly equal distribution, 4 ” 

displaying the income redistribution levels. The closer the Gini index is to 0, the closer it 

is to perfect equality.  

The OECD data reveals that Norway’s income inequality level is lower when 

compared to that of the average OECD level5. For instance, from 1996 to 2011, the Gini 

coefficient level has always been lower than the OECD average. In 2011, the Gini index 

level for Norway was 0.25, when the OECD average was 0.32 and the United Kingdom 

0.34. Such a low income inequality level in Norway leads to a high level of de-

commodification. The low Gini coefficient means that the level of income distribution is 

comparatively even compared to other countries. In Norway, this is done through by the 

state that provides egalitarian welfare provisions, resulting in a high level of de-

                                           

4 http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.GINI (Accessed 2015-05-09) 

5 http://www.oecd.org/social/income-distribution-database.htm (Accessed 2015-05-09) 

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.GINI
http://www.oecd.org/social/income-distribution-database.htm
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commodification.  

Furthermore, Norway also shows a high level of de-familialization when it comes 

to gender-related social policies. According to the Gender Inequality Index (GII) from the 

HDI in 2014 6 , Norway ranks fourth among the 187 countries, when measuring the 

differences between male and female labor force participation rate. Also, the OECD gender 

wage gap data presents, Norway’s score as 7.01, being the fifth lowest gender wage gap 

country (OECD average is 15.46) 7 . These figures tell that in Norway, women have 

comparatively ample and equal opportunities to untie herself from her familial 

responsibilities and participate in the market than their OECD counterparts. This means 

that Norway not only has a high de-familialization level, but also a high de-

commodification level.  

 As Esping-Andersen claims, Norway seems to fit into the idea that “[t]he social 

democratic model and egalitarianism have become basically synonymous” (Esping-

Andersen 1999: 80). High income redistribution level along with the low level of gender 

wage difference seem to indicate Norway’s value on egalitarianism. In the following sub-

sections, this paper will scrutinize further to see if such egalitarianism that underlies 

Norway’s domestic social policies also comes into play when providing aid to other 

countries. Whether egalitarianism is emphasized for global redistribution as much as 

                                           

6 http://hdr.undp.org/en/data (Accessed 2015-06-25) 

7 http://www.oecd.org/gender/data/genderwagegap.htm (Accessed 2015-05-09) 

http://hdr.undp.org/en/data
http://www.oecd.org/gender/data/genderwagegap.htm
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domestic redistribution will be the main focus of the subsequent sections. 
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6.2  Overview of Norwegian ODA  

Norway has been famous for its continuously generous level of foreign aid-giving. 

Since 1976, Norway’s ODA level has been above the 0.7% of Gross National Income (GNI) 

target that was agreed upon by the DAC members in 1970, exceeding the DAC average 

substantially (see Figure 18). 

 

Furthermore, be it left or right, “there appears to be consensus among political 

parties that at a minimum Norway’s ODA target should not be set below 0.7% of GNI” 

(OECD 2014c: 47). This displays that Norway provides its foreign assistance both at a 

preferable and sound degree. Besides being a forerunner of aid-giving not only in terms of 

                                           

8 https://data.oecd.org/oda/net-oda.htm (Accessed 2015-04-17) 

Source: OECD data (2015) 

[Figure 1] Norway’s Net ODA Level (Total, % of gross national income, 1961-2014) 

 

https://data.oecd.org/oda/net-oda.htm
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ODA volume, Norway also takes lead in focusing on matters that need global attention 

such as gender equality, climate change, global health and human rights. Norway has 

shown its interest in these fields in a number of white papers: On Equal Terms: Women’s 

Rights and Gender Equality in International Development Policy (2007-2008), Climate, 

Conflict and Capital (2008-2009), Global health in foreign and development policy (2011-

2012) and Opportunities for All: Human Rights in Norway’s Foreign Policy and 

Development Cooperation (2014-2015) to name a few.  

 

Over the last few years, there has been a gradual change in the Norwegian aid 

[Figure 2] Norway’s Distribution of Net ODA (Million US dollars) 

Source: OECD data (2015) 
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distribution trend (see Figure 29). Since 2007, there is a downward trend of the distribution 

to the least developed countries (LDCs), whereas for the upper middle-income countries 

(UMICs), there is a slow rise until 2012, followed by a very sharp increase in 2013. This 

seems to be in contrast with Norway’s reputation for being both a generous and altruistic 

donor, since more and more aid tends to be distributed less to countries that are in need of 

great help.  

However, in fact, many perceive this as being in line with Norway’s generous 

donor reputation. According to the OECD/DAC peer review, the shift of Norway’s aid 

allocation is “the result of an increased focus on thematic initiatives to support the 

provision or preservation of global public goods” (OECD 2014c: 18). The reason for 

Norway’s focus on such thematic issues can be seen in the white paper of Sharing 

Prosperity (2012-2013) where it says that poverty reduction will not happen only through 

economic growth, but through “fair distribution and growth” by making “targeted efforts 

to promote democracy, human rights and transparency, and to reduce inequality” (NMFA 

2013: 11). The thematic initiatives that Norway launched based on this ideas are, “the 

International Climate and Forest Initiative, the International Energy and Climate Initiative, 

the Oil for Development, and the Tax for Development” (OECD 2014c: 50). The 

commonality of these initiatives is their focus on the sustainable development of the natural 

                                           

9 OECD (2015), Distribution of net ODA (indicator).  

https://data.oecd.org/oda/distribution-of-net-oda.htm (Accessed 2015-05-01) 

https://data.oecd.org/oda/distribution-of-net-oda.htm
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resources. 

The reason why developing the natural resources in a sustainable way is important 

is because of the so-called resource curse. As Collier argues, a “low-income, resource-rich 

society that either is an ethnically diverse autocracy or acquires the instant lopsided 

democracy […] is likely to misuse its opportunities in ways that make it fail to grow” 

(Collier 2008: 51). This phenomenon of the resource-rich countries of having worse-off 

situations of low growth and high levels of inequality is known as the resource curse. As 

many scholars claim, in order to escape falling into the pitfalls of the resource curse and 

improve the country’s economic growth and distribute wealth so to benefit the people, it is 

important to have a firm government that is not corrupt (Leite and Weidmann 1999; Sala-

i-Martin and Subramanian 2003; Brunnschweiler 2008). As a natural resource-abundant 

country that has sidestepped the resource curse, Norway attempts to aid the resource-rich, 

developing countries in a way that would be both sustainable for the world community and 

beneficial to the recipient countries. 

Norway’s generous ODA spending level, along with its increased focus on gender 

equality, climate change and poverty reduction through thematic initiatives, can be said to 

be in line with the values of equality and universalism that base the welfare state policies 

of Norway. However, is this always the case? In the following sections, this paper will 

examine the Oil for Development and the Norway’s International Climate and Forest 

Initiative in detail, to see if the Norway behaves according to the its fundamental values of 

equality and universalism when providing aid, or if it is only applied to the people in its 
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boundaries, by analyzing the de-commodification and de-familialization levels of the 

above initiatives. 
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6.3  Oil for Development (OfD) 

During the 1950s, there was a lack of belief regarding the possibility of the 

Norwegian continental shelf (NCS) “conceal[ing] rich oil and gas deposits.”10 It was not 

until the discovery of the Groningen gas field in 1959 that the Norwegians started to 

reconsider the NCS as a profitable resource reserve.11 The exploration began in the late 

1960s, and the first production was made in 1971. Since then for more than four decades, 

Norway has been benefiting from the oil and gas resources from the NCS, along with 

gaining knowledge and skills about how to manage those petroleum resources. 

Based on the prior experiences of managing its own oil, Norway has been 

providing assistance to the developing countries’ petroleum sector since the 1980s. In 2005, 

the Norwegian government initiated a program called Oil for Development (OfD) in order 

to help the developing countries that have abundant petroleum resources by providing the 

knowledge and skills of management so that the countries would not be trapped in the 

natural resource curse. This program was designed so that Norway could expand on its 

previous oil-related aid through focusing on transmitting its know-how of managing 

petroleum resources in a more organized and extended way that encompasses the “financial 

and environmental dimensions” (Norad 2013: 7). However, the Norwegian government 

                                           

10 Norway’s oil history in 5 minutes. Norwegian Ministry of Petroleum and Energy. 2013-10-09 

https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/energy/oil-and-gas/norways-oil-history-in-5-

minutes/id440538 (Accessed 2015-04-17) 

11 Ibid.  

https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/energy/oil-and-gas/norways-oil-history-in-5-minutes/id440538
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/energy/oil-and-gas/norways-oil-history-in-5-minutes/id440538
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claims that this should not be interpreted as the Norwegian government forcing its specific 

experience onto the partner countries. Rather, the government emphasizes on passing on 

the “international best practice” in addition to the lessons that Norway has learned over the 

years to the countries involved (Norad 2013: 17). The aim of the OfD set forth is “to reduce 

poverty by promoting economically, environmentally and socially responsible 

management of petroleum resources” (Norad 2014a: 6). 

The OfD program involves the following four ministries, along with the agencies 

such as the Norwegian Petroleum Directorate (NPD) and Petrad: Ministry of Foreign 

affairs (NMFA), the Ministry of Petroleum and Energy (NMPE), the Ministry of Finance 

(NMoF) and the Ministry of the Environment (NMoE). In 2013, bilateral country OfD 

programs were conducted in eighteen countries: Angola, Bolivia, Cuba, Ghana, Iraq, 

Lebanon, Liberia, Mozambique, Myanmar, Nicaragua, Nigeria, São Tomé and Príncipe, 

South Sudan, Sudan, Tanzania, Timor-Leste, Uganda and Uruguay (Norad 2014a: 61). 

According to the OECD/DAC peer review, the yearly funding for the OfD program “has 

increased almost five-fold from NOK 70 million in 2006 […] to NOK 340 million in 2012,” 

and the rapidly increasing numbers show how much the Norwegian government has been 

putting emphasis on the OfD program in various regions facing the resource management 

problems (OECD 2014c: 29). The OfD program “builds on three main thematic pillars 

[which are namely] resource management, revenue management and environmental 
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protection12” and it also focuses on the cross-cutting issues such as good governance, 

gender equality and anti-corruption (Norad 2013: 5). In addition, Norway cooperates with 

Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) “to engage in and influence the public debate […] 

together with policy makers and the private sector” (OECD 2014c: 73). The organizations 

of the OfD program differ from one country to another since each country has distinct 

institutions. However, the basic structure is similar in that the steering committee is 

responsible for the overall decision-making processes such as partner country selection and 

fund allocation, in cooperation with the Secretariat, partner country ministries and 

consultants that include the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank (see 

Figure 313). 

In the 2013 annual report it is stated that “the OfD programme targets poverty 

reduction through responsible management of petroleum resources” that would eventually 

benefit the people as a whole (Norad 2014a: 7). The various OfD reports and papers 

constantly claim that the main drives for the initiative are economic growth, poverty 

reduction and environment protection through rightly managing the petroleum resources. 

The claimed reason why the Norwegian government is focusing on transferring knowledge 

of oil management is because of the possibility of a resource curse, which can take place 

                                           

12 The Norwegian Oil for Development Initiative – Norad. 

http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-

ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/oil-for-development-initiative---factsheet.pdf 

(Accessed 2015-04-19)  
13 Ghana is one of the most recent core countries that has a structure based on the three pillars that 

OfD is aiming to achieve improvement (Norad 2013: 118).  

http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/oil-for-development-initiative---factsheet.pdf
http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/oil-for-development-initiative---factsheet.pdf
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in the resource-abundant countries due to disproportionate revenue “to the cost of 

production, and [resulting] accordingly a rent accruing to those controlling the resources” 

(Kolstad et al. 2009: 955). The stated goals of OfD seem to be in line with Norway’s 

altruistic characteristic that is projected in its welfare state institutions. 

 

Notwithstanding the good-naturedness of the OfD program, there have been 

criticisms regarding its legitimacy. For example, Curtis states that many “see the 

programme as a poorly concealed door opener for the Norwegian oil industry” (Curtis 2010: 

[Figure 3] Representation of Agreement Structure for Oil for Development  

in Ghana 

 

Retrieved from: Facing the resource curse (Norad 2013: 119) 
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11). In addition, Ihlen also argues that OfD “is a community strategy to build public support 

in Norway for the notion that doing business with corrupt oil states is not necessarily a bad 

idea – a view in need of support after Statoil’s corruption scandal in Iran in 2003” (quoted 

from Solli 2011: 78). These arguments of Norway employing OfD for its self-interest could 

be discussed regarding two factors: country-selection and spending level. 

 

Country Selection 

 Concerning the selection of the countries for OfD, the criteria need to be 

examined first. At the inception of the OfD program in the period of 2006-2007, the stated 

selection criteria are as follows:  

Good governance, transparency and accountability are important 

cross-cutting dimensions. For a country to be eligible for short term 

assistance through the OfD initiative, the following criteria must be met: 

Cooperation must be demand driven; The country must be eligible 

according to OECD/DAC principles; Significant petroleum resources or 

potential must be present; Norwegian experience and expertise must be 

relevant; Demand for capacity and competence building in public 

institutions must be identified. Only a limited number of new countries 

are likely to qualify for longer term cooperation on petroleum 

governance. Thus, requests for such support will be subject to close 

scrutiny. Norway gives priority to the Extractive Industries 

Transparency Initiative (EITI), and motivation to engage with EITI will 

be seen as a clear advantage (Norad 2007: 5). 

 

Here, the Norwegian government clearly emphasizes the importance it puts on the recipient 

government’s transparency. The focus on the transparency level is reasonable in that if 
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Norway wants to make a difference in its long-term partnering (core) countries, the 

Norwegian government needs to be certain that the increased revenues from the oil 

resources through the OfD program would be used to benefit the people in the developing 

countries, rather than enriching a few corrupt local politicians/officials’ private bank 

accounts. The criteria above is re-emphasized in the annual report of 2008, “in order for 

long-term OfD cooperation to be considered, there must be well-documented political 

commitment to sustainable development and good governance, including transparency and 

anti-corruption initiatives” (Norad 2009: 9) and also, this is further mentioned in the annual 

reports of 2009 and 2010 in the phrase “plans for implementing the eiti-criteria will be seen 

as an advantage” (Norad 2010: 36; Norad 2011a: 18). However, in the annual reports of 

2011, 2012 and 2013, the criteria for both the core and non-core countries are not to be seen. 

Currently on Norad’s main webpage, the criteria of selecting the countries are shown as14:  

 Cooperation must be demand driven. 

 The country must be eligible for aid assistance under the OECD/DAC, or other 

financing must be supplied. 

 Significant petroleum production or potential must be present. 

 Norwegian experience and expertise must be relevant. 

 There must be an identified need for capacity- and competence building in public 

petroleum sector institutions.   

 The country must be committed to implementing programme activities which 

improve governance of the petroleum sector. 

                                           

14 http://www.norad.no/en/front/thematic-areas/oil-for-development/how-we-work/ 

(Accessed 2015-04-27) 

http://www.norad.no/en/front/thematic-areas/oil-for-development/how-we-work/
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Unlike the previous criteria, on the website there are no clear mentions regarding 

the importance of good governance nor transparency. This is in line with the Global 

Witness’ finding that “Oil for Development website no longer states [good governance, 

transparency, human rights and the rule of law]” and to this, they inquired of the Norwegian 

government whether there was a change in the basic policies for OfD (Global Witness 2009: 

23). The response from the government was that the erased criteria “have been basic 

premises from the start […] and are still guidelines for the program” (Global Witness 2009: 

23). The Norwegian government’s response is rather vague and unclear as to whether good 

governance and transparency are still as important as in 2008 and 2009, where they 

required well-documented political commitments or whether those values are just a mere 

addition that would be nice to happen, but would not really matter even if they did not exist 

in the recipient countries. Moreover, the last criterion that is identified on the current 

website, makes the change of focus on transparency more evident. By limiting the recipient 

country’s commitment to “improve governance” only to the “petroleum sector,” it may be 

argued that the Norwegian government is trying to leave a loophole to be partners with 

countries that are not really considered as transparent. 

Transparency International annually reports the transparency level of each country, 

based on the scores of the Corruption Perception Index (CPI). By the scale of 0 to 100, it 

divides 175 countries from the “highly corrupt” countries to the “very clean” ones15. 

                                           

15 http://www.transparency.org/cpi2014/results (Accessed 2015-04-30) 

http://www.transparency.org/cpi2014/results
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Countries that have CPI levels lower than 3016 can be said to be corrupt countries. Among 

the eighteen current OfD partner countries, half of the countries have the CPI score of 

below 30 (see Table 2). In addition, one of the criterion that used to be emphasized by the 

Norwegian government was the engagement with the EITI. In order to promote higher 

transparency and accountability, the EITI standard requires countries to disclose 

information on “government revenues and company payments” through an EITI report so 

that it could be “assessed” by all the stake-holders involved (EITI 2015: 8). Of the eighteen 

partner countries in 2013, seven countries are EITI compliant, two are EITI candidates and 

nine countries do not consider the EITI standards (see Table 2). The EITI non-compliant 

countries include Angola, Bolivia, South Sudan, Sudan and Uganda of which were the core 

countries from the beginning of the OfD program. When following the Norwegian 

government’s argument of its continuous emphasis on transparency when selecting the core 

partner countries, as it claimed to be in the beginning of the OfD program, then the 

countries that are marked in Table 2 seem questionable in that they not only do not comply 

to EITI, but also they score below CPI 30. 

                                           
16 Before 2012, the CPI score range was 0-10, instead of 0-100. According to Transparency 

International, “those scoring below three, indicat[es] that corruption is perceived as rampant” 

http://www.transparency.org/research/cpi/cpi_2007 (Accessed 2015-04-27) 

http://www.transparency.org/research/cpi/cpi_2007
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Spending Level 

In addition, there is further vagueness concerning the spending level of the OfD 

program. As it is stated in the white paper, “the biggest OfD programme is currently in 

Uganda,” which is neither an EITI compliant country nor a transparent country (NMFA 

2013: 62). Considering the fact that the first country that received the most OfD funding 

during the period of 2008-2010 is Uganda (91 million NOK), followed by Sudan (39 

million NOK) and also South Sudan (35 million NOK), which ranks fourth, further 

obscures Norway’s focus on transparency17. With this ambiguous stance, Norway cannot 

                                           

17 Norwegian MFA Grant Portal 

http://udtilskudd.regjeringen.no/#/en/sector/details?country=44&year=2015  

(Accessed 2015-04-27) 

[Table 2] EITI Countries and their CPI Level 

 

 EITI compliant EITI candidate EITI non-compliant 

CPI  

10-19 

Iraq  South Sudan 

Sudan 

CPI  

20-29 

Nigeria Myanmar Angola 

Lebanon 

Nicaragua 

Uganda 

CPI  

30-100 

Ghana 

Liberia 

Mozambique 

Tanzania 

Timor-Leste 

São Tomé and 

Príncipe 

Bolivia 

Cuba 

Uruguay 

Sources: EITI and Transparency International 

http://udtilskudd.regjeringen.no/#/en/sector/details?country=44&year=2015
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escape from criticisms such as “with states such as Angola […] as partners, Norway is 

already, and will increasingly be, implicated in the contribution that oil extraction makes 

to corruption, poverty and human rights abuses around the world” (Curtis 2010: 11). 

Moreover, according to Norad’s annual OfD report, “from a budget of NOK 60 million in 

2006, the OfD programme has expanded rapidly, with a 2013 disbursement of more than 

NOK 250 million” (Norad 2014a: 13). However, this number seems to be somewhat futile 

when compared to the revenues of Statoil, the international oil and gas company, of which 

the Norwegian government holds 67% of its share18. Of the OfD partner countries, Statoil 

is operating in Angola, Mozambique, Myanmar, Nigeria and Tanzania. Excluding 

Myanmar, in which Statoil started its operation in 2014, from the four sub-Saharan 

countries that are also OfD partner countries, Statoil has gained NOK 48,574 million only 

during the period of 2008-2010 (see Figure 419). This may be the reason why some argue 

that the OfD “programme has an inescapable integrity problem in that it targets countries 

where Norwegian oil companies either operate or compete for licenses” (Solli 2011: 78). 

                                           

18http://www.statoil.com/annualreport2011/en/shareholderinformation/pages/majorsha

reholders.aspx (Accessed 2015-04-47) 

19http://www.statoil.com/annualreport2010/en/financialperformance/positiveimpacts/pa

ges/overviewofactivitiesbycountry.aspx (Accessed 2015-04-26) 

http://www.statoil.com/annualreport2011/en/shareholderinformation/pages/majorshareholders.aspx
http://www.statoil.com/annualreport2011/en/shareholderinformation/pages/majorshareholders.aspx
http://www.statoil.com/annualreport2010/en/financialperformance/positiveimpacts/pages/overviewofactivitiesbycountry.aspx
http://www.statoil.com/annualreport2010/en/financialperformance/positiveimpacts/pages/overviewofactivitiesbycountry.aspx
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While it is unclear what Norway’s intentions really are, such ambiguous and 

contradicting behavior leads one to question whether Norway is providing aid based on the 

ideas of equality and universalism or on the ideas of promoting the domestic petroleum 

market. Unlike in the case for the domestic welfare policies, Norway’s OfD initiative seems 

to be commodifying some of the countries involved in the program. Taking Statoil’s 

revenue into consideration, the comparatively small OfD provision further hints towards 

the usage of petroleum resources that leads to commodification tendencies. The selection 

criteria and the spending level of OfD seem to show Norway’s market-oriented 

characteristic, which is quite different from its domestic welfare policies. 

[Figure 4] Statoil Hydro’s Revenue* in Sub-Saharan Countries for 2008-2010 

*Revenue here refers to: Revenues - (Indirect taxes paid + Direct taxes paid) 

Source: Statoil Annual Report 2010 
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6.4  Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative 

 

Climate Change and the Market 

As concerns for global warming exponentially increased, the United Nations 

Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) agreed on initiating a mechanism 

called Reducing Emission from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD) in 2005 to 

take actions against such climate change. This mechanism was further improved as 

REDD+, which attempts to “go beyond deforestation and forest degradation, and includ[e] 

the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest 

carbon stocks”, according to the UN-REDD program20. The REDD+ seeks positive results 

of achieving cross-cutting issues such as poverty reduction and gender equality along with 

mitigating climate change. Since the REDD+ program is a result-based program, when 

the developing countries finish the agreed climate-change-mitigating program, they could 

get the amount of money that is equivalent to the value from the Green Climate Fund 

(GCF). The value is measured by forest-carbon, which is tradable. When traded, this 

forest-carbon offsets the developed countries’ carbon credits. It is because of this carbon 

trading feature that the REDD+ is often criticized to be neo-liberal and market-based. As 

Lohmann argues, REDD has become a program in which “billions of dollars would be 

invested in acquiring and preserving carbon in the world’s native forests, which would 

                                           

20 http://www.un-redd.org/aboutredd 

http://www.un-redd.org/aboutredd
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then be traded for permission to continue greenhouse gas pollution elsewhere” (Lohmann 

2009: 7). 

The Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI) was launched 

in 2007 as an attempt to boost the REDD program and help and encourage the developing 

countries to participate in climate change mitigation. According to the Norad evaluation 

paper, the main objectives of the NICFI is to “work towards the inclusion” of REDD and 

“to promote the conservation of natural forests to maintain their carbon storage capacity” 

(Norad 2011b: 5). The NICFI is currently taking place in five main countries: Brazil, 

Democratic Republic of Congo, Guyana, Indonesia and Tanzania. The NICFI can be said 

as to be contributing to foster the neo-liberal characteristic of the REDD+ program. This 

can be further explained when examining the greenhouse gas emission levels in Norway 

(see Figure 521). Figure 5 shows that since 1990, there has not been much change in the 

levels of Norway’s greenhouse gas emissions. As in the report of World Wide Fund for 

Nature, “[i]n Kyoto Norway acknowledged responsibility and targets for reducing its 

national emissions, while recognizing the need of developing countries for support in 

tackling the climate change challenge” (Reinvang and Peters 2008: 34). However, 

considering the fact that the emission level has not changed since 1990, it can be said that 

Norway’s efforts of encouraging the REDD+ through NICFI is questionable. Following 

Lohmann’s argument, NICFI can be regarded as a means for Norway to justify their high 

                                           

21 https://www.ssb.no/en/natur-og-miljo/statistikker/klimagassn/aar-forelopige/2015-

05-07#content (Accessed 2015-07-10) 

https://www.ssb.no/en/natur-og-miljo/statistikker/klimagassn/aar-forelopige/2015-05-07#content
https://www.ssb.no/en/natur-og-miljo/statistikker/klimagassn/aar-forelopige/2015-05-07#content
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level of greenhouse gas emissions, while vitalizing the neo-liberal carbon trading market.  

The neo-liberal feature of carbon trading in the REDD+, shows a low level of de-

commodification in that the program commodifies the level of carbon emissions to make 

it tradable in the market. Since NICFI very much contributes to the advancement of 

REDD+, it can be said that the climate-change-related aid program in Norway has a low 

de-commodification level. 

 

 

Retrieved from: Statistics Norway 

[Figure 5] Emissions of Norway’s Greenhouse Gases 
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Climate Change and Gender-Mainstreaming 

The UN-REDD program calls upon the importance of gender-mainstreaming and 

provides ways in which gender issues should be addressed in the program. As a result, in 

2011, the “inclusion of gender language in Safeguard Information systems” was 

established (FOKUS 2014: 14). Following this movement, the Norwegian government 

emphasizes the importance of women actors on the matter of climate change, noting that 

“women’s traditional knowledge of food security and emergency preparedness will be 

decisive for reducing vulnerability to the effects of climate change” in the 2007-2008 

white paper (NMFA 2008: 38). 

Notwithstanding the focus of the Norwegian government’s efforts to achieve 

gender equality and the UN-REDD participants’ emphasis on gender-mainstreaming, 

according to the real-time evaluation paper, “attempts to address gender issues have been 

made in relation to most of the NICFI channels; however informants displayed confusion 

and lack of understanding of gender issues” (Norad 2014b: xxiv). This is significant in 

that although the Norwegian government states that it is aiming for thematic issues such 

as gender equality, this has not been shown through action. As Forum for Women and 

Development argues, reinforcing the “traditional male dominance [that] comes into play 

when decisions are to be made and the women’s views are not sufficiently heard” in the 

REDD program (FOKUS 2014: 41-42). The lack of real action to achieve gender-

mainstreaming can be seen further in the NICFI evaluation papers (see Table 3).  
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[Table 3] Real Time Evaluation of NICFI and Gender Mainstreaming 

Country Focus on Gender 

Brazil No indication 

DR Congo No indication 

Guyana No indication 

Indonesia “Debate on the gendered dimensions of 

the social impacts of REDD remains 

weak” (Norad 2011f: 75) 

Tanzania “Cross-cutting issues, such as gender, 

HIV-Aids and anticorruption measures are 

yet to be properly addressed” (Norad 

2011g: 49) 

Sources: Norad Evaluation reports 13/2010, 14/2010, 15/2010, 16/2010 and 17/2010 

 As seen in Table 3, among the five NICFI projects, only in Indonesia and in 

Tanzania gender-mainstreaming was mentioned. Even in those cases, the focus on gender 

is rather unclear and weak. Although the Norwegian government is making efforts to 

mainstream gender issues in the climate change discourse, in practice not much is being 

done. “Even if Norwegian development cooperation has long identified gender equality as 

a general key theme […] the evaluation does not state anything about how NICFI has 
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worked on the theme or how NICFI may contribute to the inclusion of gender and gender 

equality in REDD+” (FOKUS 2014: 18). This finding by the Forum for Women and 

Development is in line with Table 3. Through looking at the NICFI evaluation papers it 

can be said that the NICFI projects have a fairly high level of de-familialization in that the 

women in the project countries do not get a chance of empowerment and as a result, the 

status quo of male dominance is prevalent even after the projects take place.  
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VII. Analysis II – The United Kingdom 

 

7.1 The United Kingdom’s Liberal welfare state 

 

Esping-Andersen categorizes the United Kingdom as a Liberal welfare state, 

which puts emphasis on the market that leads to a high level of commodification. 

According to Esping-Andersen, “[l]iberal social policy can trace its roots back to 

nineteenth-century English political economy, to its notions of ‘less-eligibility’ and ‘self-

help’,” showing that the liberal characteristic of the United Kingdom is not a new 

phenomenon (Esping-Andersen 1999: 74). Unlike the Social Democratic welfare states, 

the Liberal welfare states do not regard social benefits as a fundamental right. Being the 

recipient of the welfare benefits means that one is stigmatized and differentiated from the 

non-recipients, often times linked to idleness and irresponsibility. Furthermore, Esping-

Andersen claims that the Liberal welfare state regime is also distinguished by its 

“encouragement of the market” where “the good risks can be self-reliant in the market; the 

bad ones become ‘welfare dependents’” (Esping-Andersen 1999: 76). This is due to the 

liberal ideology that values capitalism, as Taylor states “[c]entral to liberalism is the belief 

that capitalism can benefit all citizens” (Taylor 2007: 30). 

The liberal characteristic that prioritizes market and maintains capitalism is in line 

with the current Conservative/Liberal Democrats coalition government’s welfare reform 

movement that started in 2010. According to the United Kingdom’s Department for Work 

and Pensions (DWP), the welfare reform includes extensive changes regarding housing, 
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pension, employment, disability and child maintenance22. The reasoning behind this reform 

is to free the people from being trapped in the welfare benefits (DWP 2015). Through the 

use of the word “trap” to refer to welfare benefits, the government of the United Kingdom 

clearly shows its stance that social benefits should not be considered as basic rights, but as 

something that one needs to escape from. 

The coalition government claims that the welfare reform aims for a “fairer 

benefits system and to ensure work pays” and emphasizes the need for a more effective 

system that answers both to the taxpayers and to the people who are in the most of need 

(DWP 2015: 4). However, unlike the coalition government’s aim, many critics claim that 

the reformed welfare system does not benefit the people who are in desperate help. For 

instance, the welfare reform limits the child support per household by £500 a week. Before 

the reform, the numbers of the children in the household were taken into consideration, 

however, now the support is provided to each household as a whole, without reference to 

the numbers of children. Due to the reduction of child support, not only the lone mothers 

with many children and the mothers facing domestic violence, are trapped in their current 

vulnerable situation, but also the children are stripped from basic benefits that they deserve. 

Concerning this, three out of five Supreme Court judges of the United Kingdom 

adjudicated that having this limit of benefits might have a danger of violating the “UN 

                                           

22 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/410727

/dwp-reform-story-overview-2-feb-2015.pdf (Accessed 2015-05-05) 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/410727/dwp-reform-story-overview-2-feb-2015.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/410727/dwp-reform-story-overview-2-feb-2015.pdf
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convention on the rights of the child23”. Furthermore, as Daly states, in the United Kingdom, 

“[n]otwithstanding [the] low level [of child benefit to the mother], 4 per cent of UK women 

would have no personal income without it” (Daly 2000: 138). These examples reveal that 

the United Kingdom have low levels of both de-commodification and de-familialization. 

With the minimalized social benefits, the lone mothers and female victims of domestic 

abuse have no choice but to be dependent on their husbands or partners. This may cause to 

deprive women from even participating in the labor force, resulting in a low level of de-

familialization.  

Although 25 years have passed since Esping-Andersen’s presentation of the 

welfare regime typology, the United Kingdom’s welfare provisions still seem to be 

following the market-oriented Liberal welfare state regime features. In the following 

sections, this paper will analyze whether the United Kingdom’s main focus on market and 

entitlement of the welfare policies also have the same effect on the provision of foreign aid. 

  

                                           

23 http://www.theguardian.com/society/2015/mar/18/uk-benefit-cap-is-lawful-

supreme-court-rules (Accessed 2015-05-05) 

http://www.theguardian.com/society/2015/mar/18/uk-benefit-cap-is-lawful-supreme-court-rules
http://www.theguardian.com/society/2015/mar/18/uk-benefit-cap-is-lawful-supreme-court-rules
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7.2 Overview of the United Kingdom’s ODA 

 

2013 is an important year in the development history of the United Kingdom, 

because it was the first time for the United Kingdom to meet the 0.7% target (see Figure 

624). This makes the United Kingdom, not only the first G7 country to achieve the agreed 

level of 0.7% target, but also the “second largest DAC donor in terms of volume” (OECD 

2014d: 45). Furthermore, the United Kingdom has provided core-multilateral aid that is 

38% of its total ODA, which is 10% higher than the DAC average of 28% (OECD 2012: 

64). Keeping in mind that the non-core multilateral aid may induce further fragmentation 

among the donor country projects/programs, which has the danger of negatively affecting 

the recipient countries, the increase in the level of core-multilateral aid is considered as 

crucial (OECD 2012).  

                                           

24 https://data.oecd.org/oda/net-oda.htm (Accessed 2015-05-05) 

[Figure 6] The UK’s Net ODA Level (Total, % of gross national income, 1961-2014) 

Source: OECD data (2015) 

https://data.oecd.org/oda/net-oda.htm
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In addition to the drastic increase in the ODA volume, the United Kingdom’s 

enlarging attention on cross-cutting issues such as gender equality and climate change has 

been commended by the OECD/DAC peer review (OECD 2014d). Along with the attempt 

to address the global matters, the United Kingdom also has been raising the level of 

spending on the least developed countries and the lower middle-income countries (see 

Figure 725). The 0.7% of GNI target achievement and its augmented efforts to address 

cross-cutting issues, show both the United Kingdom’s generosity and focus on the over-

arching global issues. Although it is a Liberal welfare state, the United Kingdom seems to 

be tilting towards more on the side of the northern European countries that are famous for 

their generous aid when it comes to development. However, is this really the case? Is the 

United Kingdom’s aid in line with its Liberal welfare state characteristics, or is it unrelated 

to its domestic welfare policy ideas? 

                                           

25 https://data.oecd.org/oda/distribution-of-net-oda.htm (Accessed 2015-05-05) 

[Figure 7] The UK’s Distribution of Net ODA (Million US dollars) 

Source: OECD data (2015) 

https://data.oecd.org/oda/distribution-of-net-oda.htm
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According to Deacon, the United Kingdom “channels large sums of the UK aid 

budget every year to privatization consultants such as PricewaterhouseCoopers, KPMG 

and Deloitte Touche in order to drive forward the privatization of public services in 

developing countries” (Deacon 2007: 96). In parallel with this argument, the United 

Kingdom’s Department for International Development (DFID) and the UK Trade and 

Investment (UKTI) conducted a joint program called the “Aid-Funded Business26”. This 

program helps the United Kingdom’s companies to “win business from aid agency funded 

projects27” and such aid agencies include the development banks, UN agencies and the 

DFID. Although it seems like a win-win situation in which the United Kingdom’s 

companies have an opportunity to do business in the developing countries with a lowered-

risk, and the agencies are provided with consultancy by these firms, there are criticisms 

towards this program for being too company-centered. For instance, according to the 

Telegraph, “[s]hipping in British aid consultants, […] makes it harder for genuine 

capacities to develop in poor countries28”. 

The above development measures of the United Kingdom government seems to 

match the Liberal welfare state characteristic in its focus on the market. However, can it be 

                                           

26 https://www.gov.uk/aid-funded-business#further-information (Accessed 2015-05-04) 

27 http://business.scotland.gov.uk/view/funding/aid-funded-business-service  

(Accessed 2015-05-04) 

28 http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/politics/9560095/Welcome-to-the-world-of-aid-

funded-business.html (Accessed 2015-05-04) 

https://www.gov.uk/aid-funded-business#further-information
http://business.scotland.gov.uk/view/funding/aid-funded-business-service
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/politics/9560095/Welcome-to-the-world-of-aid-funded-business.html
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/politics/9560095/Welcome-to-the-world-of-aid-funded-business.html
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said for sure that this is always the case? Could it be concluded that the tendencies of aid-

giving and the welfare policies perfectly match? In the consecutive sections, this paper will 

examine the United Kingdom’s ODA provisions more in-depth, based on Esping-

Andersen’s de-commodification and de-familialization levels, in order to see the 

relationship between the domestic redistribution and foreign redistribution. 
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7.3 A Wave of Change in the United Kingdom? 

 

“Today, almost one pound in every three spent by the Government goes 

on welfare. In a world of fierce competitiveness – a world where no-one 

is owed a living – we need to have a welfare system that the country can 

properly afford. The system we inherited was not only unaffordable. It 

also trapped people in poverty and encouraged irresponsibility. So we 

set to work.29” 

 

 In 25th June 2012, the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, David Cameron 

delivers a speech that is also known as the welfare speech. As seen from the quote above, 

the core idea of the welfare speech lies on the justification of the welfare cutbacks under 

the five-year austerity program that the coalition government started in 2010. The austerity 

program includes decrease in public-sector jobs and social benefits along with an increase 

in taxes. The coalition government’s decision of such cutbacks seems to be in line with the 

liberal welfare regime, keeping the state as small as possible. As the government had aimed, 

after 2012, the United Kingdom’s social spending has drastically decreased from 23.03% 

of GDP to 21.74% (see Figure 8). This rate of austerity measures does not seem to be 

changing its course any time soon, with the newly elected conservative party30. 

 

                                           

29 https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/welfare-speech (Accessed 2015-05-05) 

30 http://www.theguardian.com/politics/2015/may/10/iain-duncan-smith-conservative-

cabinet-david-cameron-welfare-cuts (Accessed 2015-05-11) 

https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/welfare-speech
http://www.theguardian.com/politics/2015/may/10/iain-duncan-smith-conservative-cabinet-david-cameron-welfare-cuts
http://www.theguardian.com/politics/2015/may/10/iain-duncan-smith-conservative-cabinet-david-cameron-welfare-cuts
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Unlike the grim situation in the United Kingdom’s welfare benefit cutbacks, the 

year 2013 was a celebrative year in the United Kingdom’s development history. As 

mentioned in the previous section, it was the first time in which the United Kingdom has 

met the 0.7% of GNI target. To this, the OECD/DAC peer review endorsed the United 

Kingdom’s achievement by saying “[t]his commendable, well planned achievement adds 

weight to the UK’s internationally recognized leading role” (OECD 2014d: 17). The United 

Kingdom not only has met the target, but is also making great efforts to maintain the ODA 

provision level. This can be seen through a series of International Development Acts. 

The first of these acts is the International Development Act 2002. In Article 1 (1) 

of the International Development Act 2002, the purpose of providing foreign assistance is 

Retrieved from: OECD data 

[Figure 8] Public Social Spending (% of GDP) 
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stated as “to contribute to a reduction in poverty” (International Development Act 2002). 

This act clarifies the meanings for foreign assistance and various actors involved, such as 

international financial institutions and multilateral banks. This act is meaningful in that the 

United Kingdom elucidates its aim for foreign aid provision as alleviating poverty. The 

next act that followed is the International Development Act 2006, which came into power 

in 25th July 2006 31 . The International Development Act 2006, is also known as the 

“Reporting and Transparency” act. It stipulates that it “require[s] the Secretary of State to 

report annually on total expenditure on international aid and on the breakdown of such aid, 

and in particular on progress towards the [0.7%] target” (International Development Act 

2006). This act not only calls for the State of Secretary to annually report to the Parliament, 

but also to include “(a) the provision of aid, and (b) the use made of aid provided” in order 

to strengthen transparency (International Development Act 2006). The subsequent act that 

was enacted is the International Development Act (Gender Equality Act) 2014, which will 

be discussed in detail in the following section. The most recent act is the International 

Development Act 2015, also known as the Official Development Assistance Target act32. 

This act was greatly praised by many actors from the development sector33. By stating that 

the achievement of the 0.7% target as a “duty of the Secretary of State” in Article 1 (1) and 

when this is not met, requiring the Secretary of State to “lay statement before Parliament” 

                                           

31 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/31/contents (Accessed 2015-05-11) 

32 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/12/contents (Accessed 2015-05-11) 

33 http://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2015/mar/09/uk-passes-bill-law-

aid-target-percentage-income (Accessed 2015-05-11) 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/31/contents
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/12/contents
http://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2015/mar/09/uk-passes-bill-law-aid-target-percentage-income
http://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2015/mar/09/uk-passes-bill-law-aid-target-percentage-income
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(Article 2), the United Kingdom greatly strengthens the attempt to meet the 0.7% in a more 

serious manner (International Development Act 2015). 

 The four Acts above present the United Kingdom’s commitment towards foreign 

assistance, not only for a better quantity but also for a better quality. The enshrining of 

attacking poverty, bolstering transparency and focusing on gender equality in development 

can be contrasted to the attitude of the government towards its own people. The market-

based ideology that leads to low level of de-commodification cannot be seen in the 

International Development Acts. Unlike the case of welfare, where the government 

reiterates the promotion of labor and market, and drives the people to rely on the market 

for the welfare benefits rather than the state, the four acts point to a higher level of de-

commodification in that the market-emphasis characteristic is not prevalent in the aid-

giving agenda. Rather than focusing on the promotion of the market, the United Kingdom 

provides a very generous level of foreign aid through the four International Development 

Acts. Observing the four International Development acts, foreign aid is seen more as a right 

that the recipient countries’ peoples deserve rather than a catalyst for the market, therefore 

showing a high level of de-commodification in the field of development. 
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7.4    Gender matters 

 

In The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism, Esping-Andersen writes “in the 

Liberal ideal, concerns of gender matter less than the sanctity of the market,” emphasizing 

the liberal welfare regime’s high level of the commodification level (Esping-Andersen 

1990: 28). However, such an analysis faced many criticisms for being gender-insensitive, 

for example as Orloff states, “[h]is citizens are implicitly male workers; […] he leaves 

invisible women’s work on behalf of societal welfare (i.e. unpaid caring/domestic welfare)” 

(Orloff 1996: 65). The gender-focused criticisms argue that Esping-Andersen’s work is 

limited, because it does not take into account the women’s lack of opportunities to even be 

commodified in the market. In that, Esping-Andersen’s welfare regime types, especially in 

the case of the Liberal welfare state regime, has severe limitations.  

In response to such criticisms, Esping-Andersen takes gender issues into 

consideration in his later work and analyzes the “de-familialization” level, which measures 

“policies that lessen individuals’ reliance on the family […] or conjugal reciprocities” 

(Esping-Andersen 1999: 45). According to Esping-Andersen, the Liberal welfare regimes 

have the lowest de-familialization level, whereas the Social Democratic welfare regimes 

have the highest (see Figure 9). In addition, the lower level of familialization through the 

market for Denmark and Sweden are shown by the fact that “private-market care [being] 

virtually non-existent […] 8 and 6 per cent of all types of care, respectively,” than in the 

United Kingdom where the level is “15 per cent” (Esping-Andersen 1999: 64). However, 

the United Kingdom is exceptional in that when compared to other Liberal welfare states 
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such as the United States in terms of private welfare services, it reveals a significantly 

lower level of de-familialization, resulting in being “the concomitant welfare state and 

market failure” (Esping-Andersen 1999: 64). 

 

 

As previously mentioned, the United Kingdom’s Welfare Reform Bill 2012 

includes various austerity measures. The core of the reform can be said to be the Universal 

Credit. The coalition government claimed that the existing means-tested benefits are so 

[Figure 9] Comparative Welfare State De-familialization 

Retrieved from: Social Foundations of Postindustrial Economies (Esping-Andersen 1999: 61) 
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numerous and complex, the recipient might end up receiving more money than the average 

income, which is inefficient and makes people to be “trapped” in “welfare dependency” 

(DWP 2015: 3). The Universal Credit is an attempt to simplify all the benefits into one 

single means-tested benefit. Furthermore, along with the introduction of the Universal 

Credit, there was also a decrease in the Benefit Cap, which “limit[s] […] the total amount 

of benefit that most people aged 16 to 64 can get34”.  

The great decrease in the welfare benefits faced various criticisms, especially 

concerning gender effects. Just before and after the Welfare Reform Bill was passed, there 

were many debates about its negative impact on women. For instance, the Women’s Budget 

Group claimed that the Universal Credit would make women to be more dependent on the 

male-breadwinner35. Furthermore, in line with this argument, through their qualitative 

analysis, Bennett and Sung found out that the Universal Credit, which can be only claimed 

jointly if you are a couple, have the danger of stripping women from their independence, 

because it cannot be “guarantee[d] either joint management of finances or equal access to 

resources by both partners” (Bennett and Sung 2013: 1209). In their overall analysis, they 

conclude “that there is a high risk that women will have little or no access to money and 

will struggle to pay bills or feed their children” (Bennett and Sung 2013: 1216). The 

criticisms concerning the reform’s negative impact on women are still on the rise. It has 

                                           

34 https://www.gov.uk/benefit-cap (Accessed 2015-05-02) 

35 http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2012/jan/23/welfare-reform-bill-

women-independence (Accessed 2015-05-08) 

https://www.gov.uk/benefit-cap
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2012/jan/23/welfare-reform-bill-women-independence
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2012/jan/23/welfare-reform-bill-women-independence
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been argued that the recent austerity program has negatively affected the female citizens, 

especially lone mothers with children in the United Kingdom36. 

However, the United Kingdom’s gender-related foreign development policies are 

fairly different from their domestic welfare policy counterparts. As commended by the 

OECD/DAC peer review, the United Kingdom “strongly engaged in advancing […] gender 

equality at the global level” (OECD 2014d: 41). One of the attempts towards such an 

advance in gender equality is the United Kingdom’s aforementioned Gender Equality Act 

2014. This bill requires the government to check the impact that aid might have on gender 

inequality before providing foreign assistance. Through this act, the United Kingdom 

became the first country to enshrine in the law the importance of gender issues in the field 

of development. As seen in the Gender Equality Act 2014, unlike in the case of domestic 

welfare, where gender problems are prevalent, the United Kingdom strives to protect and 

improve gender-related issues through various development projects and programs. 

Recently, DFID has published a policy paper that is a revised version of DFID’s 

Strategic Vision for Girls and Women, to 2020 and beyond37. This policy paper underscores 

empowering women in the developing countries through the notions of “voice, choice and 

                                           

36 http://www.theguardian.com/lifeandstyle/womens-blog/2015/apr/21/welfare-cuts-

women-hardest-equality (Accessed 2015-05-03) 

37https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/29825

3/Strategic_Vision_for_Girls_and_Women_Narrative_-_November_2013-4.pdf (Accessed 

2015-05-04) 

http://www.theguardian.com/lifeandstyle/womens-blog/2015/apr/21/welfare-cuts-women-hardest-equality
http://www.theguardian.com/lifeandstyle/womens-blog/2015/apr/21/welfare-cuts-women-hardest-equality
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/298253/Strategic_Vision_for_Girls_and_Women_Narrative_-_November_2013-4.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/298253/Strategic_Vision_for_Girls_and_Women_Narrative_-_November_2013-4.pdf
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control” (DFID 2013). The main strategies in this policy paper not only includes the 

importance of participating in the market, but also heavily prioritizes the protection of 

bodily rights and fight against discriminatory social norms. DFID claims that it is important 

to address such gender rights, because they “influence the opportunities [the girls and 

women] can seize” (DFID 2013). In addition, as stated in the peer review, DFID has 

another program that aims to change the way in which the girls’ perceive themselves, called 

the “Voices for change program” (OECD 2014d: 41). As outlined in the 2015 strategy paper, 

this program also “relies on a deep understanding of the context and how meaningful 

change for girls can be achieved at scale” (OECD 2014d: 112). 

Furthermore, the gender-related development projects that the United Kingdom 

has been implementing, also exhibits the trend of increasing girls’ and women’s voices to 

change the social norms. Among the 288 projects that are enlisted on the UK development 

tracker38, only the projects that were initiated after 201239 were analyzed in this paper, in 

order to see whether the reasoning behind the 2012 welfare reform has also had an effect 

on the development policies targeting women (see Table 4). In Table 4, the projects that 

include the aim to help women to strengthen economic empowerment are shaded. Among 

the 45 projects, the budget for the projects that include economic empowerment for women 

amount to 42,558,124 pounds, which consist only 26% of the enlisted gender-related 

                                           

38 http://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/ (Accessed 2015-05-06) 

39 Since this is when the Welfare Reform Bill 2012 that has changes in the social policies that 

have impacts on women was passed. 

http://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/


66 

 

projects. When counting the projects that aim only for economic empowerment, the budget 

decreases to 32,722,394 pounds and to 20%.  

This shows that the United Kingdom focuses more on the social norm changes 

and health improvement that will benefit women, rather than on the promotion of market 

in the field of development. This is meaningful because it presents both a high level of de-

familialization and de-commodification. Instead of tying girls and women to traditional 

social norms, in which women are only seen as housewives, the attempt to give more voice 

to women so to break the prevailing social norms results in a high level of de-

commodification. Through this movement, women can free themselves from the 

responsibilities in the household and participate in the market. However, unlike the United 

Kingdom’s domestic situation where due to a low level of de-commodification, women are 

forced to participate and rely on the market, in the case of foreign aid, such phenomenon 

is rarely shown. 
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 [Table 4] DFID’s Gender-related Projects 

Sources: UK Development Tracker http://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/ 

http://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/
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VIII. Discussion 

 

 By looking at the two new thematic initiatives of Norwegian aid (Oil for 

Development and Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative) and the recent aid-

provision trends of the United Kingdom through the lens of Esping-Andersen’s de-

commodification and de-familialization, this study finds the following result (see Figure 

10).  
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[Figure 10] Norway and the United Kingdom’s De-commodification /  

De-familialization Levels 
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 This paper starts by analyzing Norway’s de-commodification levels in terms of 

welfare policies. In line with Esping-Andersen’s typology, Norway shows a high level of 

de-commodification when it comes to its domestic welfare policies. For instance, Norway 

has a low gini’s co-efficient level, keeping it lower than the OECD average for many years. 

Furthermore, through Norway’s high Human Development Index level, it can be seen that 

Norway perceives the welfare benefits as a citizen’s right rather than something that needs 

to be avoided. Although Norway reveals high de-commodification and de-familialization 

levels when it comes to domestic welfare policies, in the matter of ODA policies, Norway 

shows high levels of commodification and familiazation based on the analysis of Oil for 

Development and Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative programs. Unlike 

the case of Norway, the United Kingdom’s case is intriguing in that although it shows a 

great match of the Liberal welfare state characteristics, being very much market-oriented, 

its recent ODA policies show high levels of de-commodification and de-familialization. 

Through the various International Development Acts and gender-related policies in aid-

giving, the United Kingdom reveals a closer tendency towards humanitarianism rather than 

market-oriented liberal features. 

 The possible reasons for this discrepancy may be due to the time lag between the 

domestic and foreign policies. Or it may be attributed to the different shared identities as 

Alesina and Glaeser suggests. (Prather 2014: 6). The reasons for differences between 

welfare policies and ODA policies are beyond the scope of this research, however, this 

paper is valuable in that it provides a space for those reasons to be discussed.  
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VII. Conclusion 

 

According to Esping-Andersen’s typology of the welfare state regime, this paper 

analyzes whether the Norwegian foreign aid policies also have the same de-

commodification and de-familialization levels with Norway’s welfare policies. By looking 

at the recent thematic initiatives that Norway launched, namely Oil for Development and 

Norway’s International Climate and Forest initiative, this paper examines the de-

commodification and de-familialization levels of these ODA policies.  

Furthermore, the United Kingdom is known to value the role of market when it 

comes to devising welfare policies. As in the Norwegian case, this paper analyzes the 

foreign aid policies that the United Kingdom is following to see how much impact the 

market-focused ideology has on the said ODA policies using the two aforementioned levels. 

For the United Kingdom, the four International Development Acts that have been initiated 

were closely studied along with the gender-related aid programs and projects.  

The paper’s findings are as follows: the link between domestic redistribution and 

international foreign assistance is markedly low; although Norway shows high levels of 

both de-commodification and de-familialization in its domestic welfare policies, these 

levels do not coincide when it comes to its recent foreign assistance initiatives; the United 

Kingdom’s focus on market is prevalent regarding domestic wealth redistribution, however, 

its ODA giving characteristics show a different track. Unlike the common belief of a strong 

tie between welfare policies and development policies, through the analysis, this paper 
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finds that there is a slight discrepancy between domestic welfare policies and ODA giving 

patterns. This finding is significant in that it provides an alternative perspective in the field 

of aid-giving, which goes against the prevalent assumption in academia that the domestic 

welfare policies and foreign aid policies go hand in hand. 

Although there are some limitations concerning this study, this thesis provides a 

valuable insight in the link between the welfare state regime characteristics and ODA 

policies. The findings hint towards the fact that welfare policies and ODA policies do not 

always coincide.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



72 

 

REFERENCES 

 

Alesina, Alberto, and David Dollar. 1998. Who Gives Foreign Aid to Whom and Why?. 

w6612. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research. 

http://www.nber.org/papers/w6612.pdf. 

 

Alesina, Alberto, and Edward L. Glaeser. 2004. Fighting Poverty in the US and Europe. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

Bennett, F., and Sung, S., 2013. "Gender Implications of UK Welfare Reform and 

Government Equality Duties: Evidence from Qualitative Studies." Oñati Socio-

Legal Series [online], 3 (7), 1202-1221. http://ssrn.com/abstract=2356819 
 

Berthélemy, Jean-Claude, and Ariane Tichit. 2004. “Bilateral Donors’ Aid Allocation 

Decisions—a Three-Dimensional Panel Analysis.” International Review of 

Economics & Finance 13 (3): 253–74. doi:10.1016/j.iref.2003.11.004. 

 

Brunnschweiler, Christa N. 2008. “Cursing the Blessings? Natural Resource Abundance, 

Institutions, and Economic Growth.” World Development 36 (3): 399–419. 

doi:10.1016/j.worlddev.2007.03.004. 

 

Castles, Francis G., Stephan Leibfried, Jane Lewis, Herbert Obinger, and Christopher 

Pierson, eds. 2010. The Oxford Handbook of the Welfare State. 1st ed. Oxford 

University Press.  
 

Collier, Paul. 2008. The Bottom Billion: Why the Poorest Countries Are Failing and What 

Can Be Done about It. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

Curtis, Mark. 2010. "Doublethink: The Two Faces of Norway's Foreign and Development 

Policy." Oslo: Forum for Environment and Development. 

Daly, Mary. 2000. The Gender Division of Welfare: The Impact of the British and German 

Welfare States. Cambridge, U.K. ; New York: Cambridge University Press. 
 

Deacon, Bob. 2007. Global Social Policy & Governance. Los Angeles: Sage Publications. 

 

DFID. 2013. "Stepping-up a gear for Girls and Women: Updates to DFID’s Strategic Vision 

for Girls and Women, to 2020 and beyond." The United Kingdom's Department for 



73 

 

International Development.  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/29

8253/Strategic_Vision_for_Girls_and_Women_Narrative_-_November_2013-

4.pdf 

DWP. 2015. "DWP Reform: DWP’s Welfare Reform agenda explained." The United 

Kingdom's Department for Work and Pensions.  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/f

ile/410726/dwp-reform-agenda-explained-1-feb-2015.pdf 

 

EITI. 2015. "The EITI Standard." EITI International Secretariat. Norway: Oslo. 
 

Esping-Andersen, Gøsta. 1990. The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Cambridge, UK: 

Polity Press. 

———. 1999. Social Foundations of Postindustrial Economies. New York: Oxford Univ. 

Press. 
 

Field, Frank, Pete Alcock, Institute of Economic Affairs (Great Britain), and Health and 

Welfare Unit. 1996. Stakeholder Welfare. London: IEA Health and Welfare Unit. 

FOKUS. 2014. “Are we not seeing the women for all the trees?: Gender equality review of 

the Norwegian funding to REDD+.” FOKUS-report. Forum for Women and 

Development. 

http://www.fokuskvinner.no/Global/Div%20bilder/Fokus_Engelsk_84s_web%20

printed%20version.pdf 

 

Global Witness (Organization). 2009. "Fuelling Mistrust." Global Witness. 

 

Goodin, Robert E., ed. 1999. The Real Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Cambridge, U.K. ; 

New York: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Hasmath, Reza, ed. 2015. Inclusive Growth, Development and Welfare Policy: A Critical 

Assessment. Routledge Studies in Governance and Public Policy. New York: 

Routledge. 

 

Hilson, Mary. 2008. The Nordic Model: Scandinavia since 1945. Contemporary Worlds. 

London: Reaktion Books. 

 

Imbeau, Louis M. 1988. “Aid and Ideology.” European Journal of Political Research 16 

(1): 3–28. doi:10.1111/j.1475-6765.1988.tb00139.x. 

 



74 

 

Ingebritsen, C. 2002. “Norm Entrepreneurs: Scandinavia’s Role in World Politics.” 

Cooperation and Conflict 37 (1): 11–23. doi:10.1177/0010836702037001689. 

 

Kildal, Nanna, and Stein Kuhnle, eds. 2005. Normative Foundations of the Welfare State: 

The Nordic Experience. Routledge/EUI Studies in the Political Economy of 

Welfare 7. London ; New York: Routledge. 

 

Kolstad, Ivar, Arne Wiig, and Aled Williams. 2009. “Mission Improbable: Does 

Petroleum-Related Aid Address the Resource Curse?” Energy Policy 37 (3): 954–

65. doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2008.09.092. 

 

Lancaster, Carol. 2007. Foreign Aid: Diplomacy, Development, Domestic Politics. Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press. 

 

Leite, Carlos A. and Weidmann, Jens. 1999. "Does Mother Nature Corrupt? Natural 

Resources, Corruption, and Economic Growth." IMF Working Paper No. 99/85. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.259928 

Lohman, Larry. 2009. “Neoliberalism and the Calculable World: The Rise of Carbon 

Trading.” The Corner House.  

http://www.thecornerhouse.org.uk/pdf/document/Neolib&Ca lc.pdf 

Lumsdaine, David Halloran. 1993. Moral Vision in International Politics: The Foreign Aid 

Regime, 1949-1989. Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press. 

 

Mau, Steffen. 2004. “Welfare Regimes and the Norms of Social Exchange.” Current 

Sociology 52 (1): 53–74. doi:10.1177/0011392104039314. 

NMFA. 2008. "On Equal Terms: Women’s Rights and Gender Equality in International 

Development Policy." Report No. 11 (2007–2008) to the Norwegian Parliament, 

Stortinget (White Paper). Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/ec6738432861481698c67549d310ae47

/en-gb/pdfs/stm200720080011000en_pdfs.pdf 

———. 2013. "Sharing for prosperity: Promoting democracy, fair distribution and growth 

in development policy." Meld. St. 25 (2012-2013) Report to the Storting (White 

Paper). Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs.  

https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/4a44b0028c5b43d5845c2e84247136cf/

en-gb/pdfs/stm201220130025000engpdfs.pdf 

 

Noël, Alain, and Jean-Philippe Thérien. 1995. “From Domestic to International Justice: 

The Welfare State and Foreign Aid.” International Organization 49 (03): 523. 

doi:10.1017/S0020818300033373. 



75 

 

Norad. 2007. "Oil for Development." Annual Report. Norway: Oslo. 

http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-

ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/oil-for-development-2007.pdf 

———. 2009. "Oil for Development 2008." Annual Report. Norway: Oslo. 

http://www.norad.no/en/toolspublications/publications/2009/oil-for-development-

2008-annual-report/ 

———. 2010. "Oil for Development 2009." Annual Report. Norway: Oslo. 

http://www.norad.no/en/toolspublications/publications/2010/oil-for-development-

annual-report-2009/ 

———. 2011a." Oil for Development Initiative: Annual Report 2010." Norway: Oslo. 

http://www.npd.no/Global/Engelsk/3%20-%20Publications/Reports/Oil%20for%

20development%202010/OFD_lav_web%20(2).pdf 

———. 2011b. "Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest 

Initiative: Contributions to a Global REDD+ Regime 2007-2010" Norad 

Evaluation Deparment. Evaluation Report 12/2010. Norway: Oslo. 

http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-

ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/real-time-evaluation-of-norways-

international-climate-and-forest-initiative1.pdf 

———. 2011c. "Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest 

Initiative: Contributions to National REDD+ Processes 2007-2010, Country 

Report: Brazil." Norad Evaluation Department. Evaluation Report 13/2010. 

Norway: Oslo. 

http://www.oecd.org/derec/norway/48086441.pdf 

———. 2011d. "Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest 

Initiative: Contributions to National REDD+ Processes 2007-2010, Country 

Report: Democratic Republic of Congo." Norad Evaluation Department. 

Evaluation Report 14/2010. Norway: Oslo.  

http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-

ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/democratic-republic-of-congo.pdf 

———. 2011e. "Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest 

Initiative: Contributions to National REDD+ Processes 2007-2010, Country 

Report: Guyana." Norad Evaluation Department. Evaluation Report 15/2010. 

Norway: Oslo. 

http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-

ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/report_seminar_guyana_nett.pdf 

———. 2011f. "Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest 

Initiative: Contributions to National REDD+ Processes 2007-2010, Country 

Report: Indonesia." Norad Evaluation Department. Evaluation Report 16/2010. 

Norway: Oslo.  

http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-

http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/real-time-evaluation-of-norways-international-climate-and-forest-initiative1.pdf
http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/real-time-evaluation-of-norways-international-climate-and-forest-initiative1.pdf
http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/real-time-evaluation-of-norways-international-climate-and-forest-initiative1.pdf
http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/democratic-republic-of-congo.pdf
http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/democratic-republic-of-congo.pdf


76 

 

ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/indonesia1.pdf 

———. 2011g. "Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest 

Initiative: Contributions to National REDD+ Processes 2007-2010, Country 

Report: Tanzania." Norad Evaluation Department. Evaluation Report 17/2010. 

Norway: Oslo.  

http://www.norad.no/en/toolspublications/publications/2011/real-time-evaluation-

of-norways-international-climate-and-forest-initiative-contributions-to-national-

redd-processes-2007-2010-country-report-tanzania/ 

———. 2013. "Facing the Resource Curse: Norway’s Oil for Development Program." 

Norad Evaluation Department. Report 6/2012. Norway: Oslo. 

http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-

ny/filarkiv/evalueringsavdelingens-filer/facing-the-resource-curse_norways-oil-

for-development-program.pdf 

———. 2014a. "Oil for Development Programme: Annual Report 2013." Norway: Oslo. 

http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-

ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/oil-for-development-programme-annual-

report-2013.pdf 

———. 2014b. “Real-Time Evaluation of Norways’ International Climate and Forest 

Initiative: Synthesising Report 2007-2013. Report 3/2014. Norway: Oslo. 

http://www.oecd.org/derec/norway/Real-Time-Evaluation-of-Norway-

International-Climate-and-Forest-Initiative-Synthesising-Report-2007-

2013.pdf 

 

OECD. 2012. Multilateral Aid Report. OECD Development Assistance Report. OECD 

Publishing. 

———. 2013. OECD Development Assistance Peer Reviews: United States 2011. OECD 

Development Assistance Peer Reviews. OECD Publishing. http://www.oecd-

ilibrary.org/development/oecd-development-assistance-peer-reviews-united-

states-of-america-2011_9789264117099-en. 

———. 2014a. OECD Development Co-Operation Peer Reviews: France 2013. OECD 

Development Co-Operation Peer Reviews. OECD Publishing. http://www.oecd-

ilibrary.org/development/oecd-development-co-operation-peer-reviews-france-

2013_9789264196193-en. 

———. 2014b. OECD Development Co-Operation Peer Reviews: Sweden 2013. OECD 

Development Co-Operation Peer Reviews. OECD Publishing. http://www.oecd-

ilibrary.org/development/oecd-development-co-operation-peer-reviews-sweden-

2013_9789264196254-en. 

———. 2014c. OECD Development Co-Operation Peer Reviews: Norway 2014. OECD 

Development Co-Operation Peer Reviews. OECD Publishing. 

———. 2014d. OECD Development Co-Operation Peer Reviews: United Kingdom 2014. 



77 

 

OECD Development Co-Operation Peer Reviews. OECD Publishing. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264226579-en 

 

Orloff, Ann. 1996. “Gender in the Welfare State.” Annual Review of Sociology 22 (1): 51–

78. doi:10.1146/annurev.soc.22.1.51. 

Prather, Lauren. 2014. “Values at the Water’s Edge: Social Welfare Values and Foreign 

Aid.” Stanford University Working Paper. 

 

Reinvang, Rasmus and Glen Peters. 2008. "Norwegian Consumption, Chinese Pollution: 

An example of how OECD imports generate CO2 emissions in developing 

countries." WWF Norway, WWF China Programme Office, Norwegian University 

of Science and Technology. pp: 1-34. 

http://assets.wwf.no/downloads/wwfrapport_jan2008_norsk_klimaavtrykk_i_kin

a_1.pdf 

 

Riddell, Roger. 2007. Does Foreign Aid Really Work?. Oxford ; New York: Oxford 

University Press. 

 

Round, Jeffery I., and Matthew Odedokun. 2004. “Aid Effort and Its Determinants.” 

International Review of Economics & Finance 13 (3): 293–309. 

doi:10.1016/j.iref.2003.11.006. 

 

Sala-i-Martin, Xavier, and Arvind Subramanian. 2003. “Addressing the Natural Resource 

Curse: An Illustration from Nigeria.” w9804. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of 

Economic Research. http://www.nber.org/papers/w9804.pdf. 

 

Selbervik, H., and M. T. Ostebo. 2013. “Gender Equality in International Aid: What Has 

Norwegian Gender Politics Got to Do With It?1.” Gender, Technology and 

Development 17 (2): 205–28. doi:10.1177/0971852413488716. 

 

Solli, Audun. 2011. “From Good Governance to Development? A Critical Perspective on 

the Case of Norway’s Oil for Development.” Forum for Development Studies 38 

(1): 65–85. doi:10.1080/08039410.2010.521573. 

Statoil. 2010. Annual Report on Form 20-F. Statoil. 

 

Stokke, Olav, Nordiska Afrikainstitutet, and Norsk utenrikspolitisk institutt, eds. 1989. 

Western Middle Powers and Global Poverty: The Determinants of the Aid Policies 

of Canada, Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden. Norwegian Foreign 

Policy Studies, no. 64. Uppsala : Stockholm, Sweden: The Scandinavian Institute 

of African Studies, in cooperation with the Norwegian Institute of International 

Affairs ; Distributed by Almqwist & Wiksell International. 



78 

 

 

Taylor, Gary. 2007. Ideology and Welfare. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire ; New 

York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Tingley, Dustin. 2010. “Donors and Domestic Politics: Political Influences on Foreign Aid 

Effort.” The Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance 50 (1): 40–49. 

doi:10.1016/j.qref.2009.10.003. 

 

United Nations, ed. 1990. Human Development Report 1990. Published for the United 

Nations (New York) Development Programme. New York: Oxford Univ. Pr. 

 

Vereinte Nationen, ed. 2014. Sustaining Human Progress: Reducing Vulnerabilities and 

Building Resilience. Human Development Report 2014. New York, NY: United 

Nations Development Programme. 

 

Zimmerman, Robert A. 2007. "Determinants of Foreign aid: An inquiry into the 

consequences of welfare state institutions and public opinion." Draft version. 

University of Amsterdam, Political Science Department. 

 

 

 

  



79 

 

국문초록 
 

 

본 논문은 복지국가를 형성하는 내재화 된 국내 가치들이 각 국가의 

원조패턴에도 동일하게 영향을 미치는 지에 대해 연구하였다. 대부분의 선행 

연구들은 부의 재분배를 통해 국내 빈곤에 대응하는 움직임이 결국, 원조를 

통해 국외 빈곤을 퇴치하고자 하는 노력으로 이어진다고 주장한다. 이러한 

복지국가를 형성하는 가치와 공적개발원조(ODA) 제공 가치 간의 관계를 

연구하기 위해, 본 논문은 노르웨이와 영국의 사례를 살펴보았다.  

에스핑-앤더슨(Esping-Andersen)의 복지국가 유형 중 각각 사민주의적 

복지국가와 자유주의적 복지국가로 구분되는 노르웨이와 영국이 현재 

시행하고 있는 공적개발원조 프로그램들의 탈상품화 및 탈가족화 정도를 

비교 분석한 결과, 기존 연구와는 달리 복지국가 형성 가치와 공적개발원조 

제공 가치 간의 상관관계가 명확하지 않음을 발견할 수 있었다. 본 논문은 

기존 연구와 차별되는 새로운 관점을 제시하여, 복지국가와 개발원조 간의 

관계를 이해하는 데 기여하고자 하였다. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

주요어 : 탈상품화, 탈가족화, 공적개발원조(ODA), 에스핑-앤더슨 (Esping- 

Andersen), 복지국가  
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